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PER CURI AM

Nat hani el Wat ki ns seeks to appeal the district court’s orders
denying his notion filed under 18 U S C A 8§ 3582(c)(2) (West
2000), which the court construed as being filed under 28 U S. C A
8§ 2255 (West  Supp. 2001), and denying his notion for
reconsi derati on. W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinions and find no reversible error. Al t hough the
district court construed Watkins’ claimthat his base offense | evel
shoul d be reduced to thirty-eight in accordance with Amendnent 505
to the sentencing guidelines as being filed under 8§ 2255, the claim
was properly brought under § 3582(c)(2). W find that any error in
construing that claimis harm ess because, applying the Arendnent
to Watkins' case, he is not entitled to relief. W also find that
the district court properly denied Watkins' remaining clainms as
bei ng successive. Finally, with regard to the denial of his notion
for reconsideration, Watkins failed to challenge that order in his
informal brief and, therefore, has waived appellate review under
4th Gr. R 34(b).

Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and
di sm ss the appeal substantially on the reasoning of the district

court. United States v. Watkins, Nos. CR-90-260-A CA-93-1035-AM

(E.D. Va. Jan. 4, 2002; Feb. 11, 2002). We dispense with ora

argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately



presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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